Based on the empirical data of my PhD research, this paper analyses the perceptions of 351 undergraduate students enrolled at English-medium universities towards English in terms of the language ideology framework. The students were purposively sampled from three programs at three Turkish universities. The data were drawn from student opinion surveys and semi-structured interviews. The findings paint a blurry picture, with a strong tendency among most students to view their English use as having the characteristics of dominant native varieties of English (American English & British English), and with a high percentage of students' acceptance of the distinctiveness of their English without referring to any standard variety. The findings also show that many students' orientations to English are formed by two dominant language ideologies: standard English ideology and native speaker English ideology.
Introduction
Much has changed in higher education across the world mostly because of the impacts of globalization and internationalization processes leading to a borderless network among human beings. One single example of many changes is concerned with language, more specifically the language used in teaching tertiary level courses. dimensions of language policy, i.e. how language is used (language practice), beliefs about how it should be used (language beliefs) and attempts of modifying the use of language by leading users to adopt certain manners of language use (language management). Within this multi-componential model, this paper will particularly make use of the beliefs and the language management dimensions while attempting to determine the participants' orientations. The language practices will be scrutinized meta-linguistically by asking the students what they feel about their language use rather than a direct observation of their language behaviours.
Another argument posits that the study of language policies has close ties with the concept of language ideologies. For instance, to Spolsky (2004, p. 14) , "language ideology is language policy with the manager left out, what people think should be done" while using the language. As a well-critiqued term, there are different views on the concept of language ideology (e.g. Lippi-Green, 2012; Makihara & Schieffelin, 2007; Milroy & Milroy, 2012) . Although many scholars, both inside and outside the field of linguistics, neutrally view ideology as a set of beliefs/ideas, there are also others who state that ideology is power-laden, and serves as a tool in the hands of power holders to enforce their views about language and its speakers: how it should be used, taught and learned. I will take the term language ideology as a concept that is enforced by the dominant groups to promote their own interests and needs over those of the less powerful groups, and in the context of my research discussions around 'standard English' and 'native English speaker' are salient. These ideologies, imposed by power holders through various tools, have a close link to the prescriptivist school of thought in which language use is measured against grammatical correctness and competence of native-speakers, who are assumed to be expert users of the language, and thus the ideal model for speakers of English (Doerr, 2009; Pennycook, 1994) .
It is further averred that there are several dynamics that have a place in regulating people's thoughts, and more importantly their linguistic behaviours, such as testing, teaching materials (e.g. dictionaries, usage books, handbooks on language), and policy actors, e.g. teachers (Milroy, 2001; Shohamy, 2006) . As Shohamy (2006) firmly puts it, "all mechanisms are forms of marketing language ideologies" to language users (p. 57). With respect to such mechanisms, Brown (2010) calls specific attention to the role of language teachers as key policy actors who can "reproduce and challenge existing language ideologies in the school environment" (p. 298). The same role can be likely taken over by lecturers, too, in higher education institutions. Therefore, their expectations from students with respect to English language use merit closer investigation. This is an aspect which will be explored by referring to what the students have to say in relation to their lecturers' expectations on language use. Moreover, previous language learning experiences largely constructed by language teachers and the aforesaid materials may also shape their orientation to English, for the students have had a long history of language learning and many of them were trained in the language support programs (e.g. preparatory schools) of their universities before they were placed in their degree programs. Therefore, the potential impacts of such dynamics will be also considered.
In the area of ELT research, many scholars have looked at students' and language teachers' orientations to English through attitudinal and opinion research. In a number of studies, it was seen that ELT professionals and learners of English from a wide range of contexts favoured native English models, predominantly American English, with positive attitudes while they displayed less positive attitudes to their own English and non-native Englishes, particularly accents (e.g. Bayard et al., 2001; Jenkins, 2007; Ladegaard & Sachdev 2006) . Moreover, the feeling of ownership seemed not too strong among non-native English learners even if English was deemed as an international language at the practical level (e.g. Matsuda, 2003) .
Research into the attitudes of professionals who use English for business purposes has revealed beliefs about English that are similar to those found in the field of ELT.
For example, A.W. Lee (2012) found the idea of ownership by its native speakers among Taiwanese people in the service sector, with a strong adherence to nativelike pronunciation. Likewise, multinational business professionals were found to harbour pejorative attitudes to their colleagues' non-standard English, using such descriptors as 'uneducated accents' and 'non-articulated English' when describing their English (Rogerson-Revell, 2007) , despite their application of some communication strategies (e.g. accommodation, modification) to have a smooth interaction. Other research, however, showed the embrace of a pragmatic approach by business people to the use of English, prioritizing effective communication over linguistic correctness (e.g. Ehrenreich, 2010; Kankaanranta & Louhiala-Salminen, 2010) . As distinct from ELT people, the non-ELT professionals seemed to attach more importance to doing the job through English without being worried much about the correctness of linguistic forms despite their negative judgments on nonstandard accents and pronunciations. These findings share similarities with those conducted in higher education, as discussed in the next paragraph.
Among the relatively few studies carried out on linguistic aspects of higher education, researchers have addressed rather significant matters, with striking findings which call for further research in respect of EMI. For example, PilkintonPihko (2010) explored engineering lecturers' perceptions of their language use in an EMI context, and found that their main concern was lecturing rather than native speakerism. In other words, the capability of teaching and communicating through English was of vital importance for them while the correctness of linguistic forms played secondary role to communicative effectiveness. Thus, they were not stringently subscribed to standard language ideology or native English ideology, but their beliefs were different to some extent subject to what they targeted as effective. Similarly, it was discovered by Björkman (2008) that non-English major lecturers and students in a Swedish technical university focused more on function rather than the standard forms when using English. This finding was in line with what Erling (2007) discovered with German EMI students who conceptualized the notion of 'good English' not against a native speaker model, but in terms of the effective use of English in diverse English speaking sites. In stark contrast, however, a study with Turkish academics showed that they sought a close affinity to American English while defining the English they used, with an aspiration to write as American speakers do (Karakaş, 2014) .
Turning to studies on language policy, Jenkins' (2014) research on language policies of so-called international universities showed that the universities enforced certain kinds of native English norms on students and academic staff, and that many academic staff recruited in the study from a wide array of countries were strictly normative in terms of their expectations from students concerning language use, particularly in written English. Likewise, Saarinen and Nikula (2013) observed that a Finnish university demanded native English proficiency from its prospective students to be able to commence their degree programs by means of their English entry tests, e.g. TOEFL and IELTS. In the Danish context, Kuteeva (2014) reported that a considerable number of students set unachievable goals for themselves as regards English language proficiency in academic events, taking conformity to the standard native English norms as a yardstick in their statements.
Although these findings are significant, the research in Turkey is presently at an embryonic stage as for EMI from a language policy perspective. Therefore, for this paper, the focus shifts to orientations of Turkish university students to English, more precisely, towards spoken and written English. Answers will be sought to the following research questions:
1. How are Turkish university students oriented towards their English and English use when it serves as a vehicle for academic studies?
2. What language ideologies are prevalent among students' orientation to English and what factors are involved in the formation of these ideologies?
Methodology

Participants
351 undergraduate students from three top-tier universities (i.e. Bogazici University, N=106; Bilkent University, N=132; and Middle East Technical University, N=113) of Turkey took part in the questionnaire part of the study, 20 of whom were later interviewed. As to their demographic characteristics, 179 were male and 172 were female. Their age range varied between 18 and 24 in general. The participation in the study was on a voluntary basis and students were granted the right to withdraw any time during the survey. They had all been studying English for at least 12 years as a school subject before they started university, and at the time of starting their degree programs, their English proficiency had been certified as intermediate or above 1 . The students were sampled from the following disciplines: international relations (N=106), mechanical engineering (138) and history (N=107). All students had at least two years of experience of being in English-medium education at the time of data collection depending on which year they were in.
Data collection and analysis
Data were elicited from 351 students through survey questionnaires with closedended statements, and later through one-to-one semi-structured interviews with 20 of these respondents, who were invited to discuss their questionnaire answers in depth. Only the relevant questions to this study are reported from the original questionnaire (see Appendix A for the questions). For the questionnaire study, paper-and-pencil questionnaires were distributed to those students who agreed to take part, in their class hours with the permission of course lecturers. The language of the questionnaires was English.
The students who agreed to take part in the in the interview study wrote down their email addresses on their questionnaire forms. Although I contacted about 30
voluntary students via emails, only 20 students took part in the interviews held in various locations and the rest preferred to sit out for various reasons. Some students were interviewed on Skype in accordance with their own request as they were far away from their university for a range of reasons like being abroad for an exchange program, visiting their parents before the mid-term exams, etc. The participants opted for Turkish, their mother tongue, as the language of interviews. Thus, the data presented in the findings section were translated from Turkish to English and crosschecked by a Turkish PhD student of applied linguistics.
Quantitative data analysis was carried out using SPSS 21. To investigate students' perceptions of their own English and what goals they set for themselves in the productive skills of English (i.e. spoken and written), descriptive tests, including percentages and frequencies, were conducted. The purpose was to see the general trend and patterns in the distributions of their responses to the questions.
1 Students can certify their language proficiency either by taking international proficiency tests (e.g. TOEFL, IELTS, etc) or by taking insitutionally administered language proficiency tests.
Using Nvivo 10, the qualitative data were analysed by a combination of qualitative content analysis (Schreier 2012) and discourse analysis, following Dörnyei's (2003) four phases in qualitative data analysis. Firstly, I transcribed all recordings and turned verbal data into textual data (see Appendix B for the interviewee profiles and Appendix C for the transcription conventions). Subsequently, I did initial coding to get familiar with the data and issues discussed. This was ensued by the main coding, the prime objective of which was to develop themes based on the identified codes.
The process of coding included a combination of concept driven and data driven coding through which I was able to relate the codes to the topics discussed in the questionnaire, and was able to analyse what was there in the data. In the following sections, the findings relative to the theme 'concerns about language use' (written and spoken) will be presented.
Findings
Findings from quantitative data
Questionnaire results are presented around the two main topics: (1) students' description of their perceived English and (2) students' goals in written and spoken academic English.
Students' perceptions of own English
Whilst attempting to determine students' orientations to English, it is imperative to discover the way they perceive the English they have and use. Through looking at their perceived English use, we can understand whether students see their English as having (or not having) the characteristics of a standard variety of English.
Besides, it becomes possible to see whether they acknowledge their English with its own characteristics (i.e. their idiolect) being influenced by some other standards and by their own native language (i.e. Turkish). Based on earlier research (see Guerra, 2005) , they were given 4 options (see fig. 1 below) in the format of a multiple choice to choose the one that best describes their English.
By means of descriptive analysis, as shown in Figure 1 below, it was found that around half of the students (47.9%) associated their English with American English whilst only a small percentage (8.5%) stated that the English they use is closer to British English. Although this high number affiliated their English with a native kind of English, more than 40% characterized their English with the traits of the Turkish language.
Figure 1. Students' perceptions of their own English
Students were also given the choice to give a different answer from the given options in the questionnaire. Only five students (1.4%) provided different answers to the question of how they perceive the English they use. Two of them referred to the fact that their English is 'British + American mix' and 'mixed'. The other two put it more precisely, one stating that "It has (its) own characteristics and also is closer to British Eng. in writing", and the other claiming that "I do not have such a concern as long as I am understood".
Students' goals in written and spoken academic English
The exploration of students' goals is a crucial point to be able to make out their orientations to English, as their goals may suggest whether they prioritize the concept of 'native speaker competency' by aiming at native speaker models or they underscore the significance of being 'a competent user' who can manage successful communication without being bothered by the conventional rules of native English in their written and verbal interactions. To this end, students were given five goal 
Percent
Perceived English statements to choose so that they can opt for the option that best describes their goals.
Figure 2. Students' goals in written academic English
According to the results ( Fig. 2 ), more than one third (34.5%) reported their goal to be a competent writer who can tolerate grammatical mistakes on condition that their writing remains comprehensible to the reader. Yet, slightly more than half of the students (59.8%) were geared towards having a native speaker writing competency.
The results seem to reveal a hierarchical order among the types of native speaker competency they aim for, with the majority targeting at American speakers' writing competency (29.9 %) and British speakers' writing competency (21.4%).
It was seen that a small percentage (5.7%) wrote down their goals in their own words by going for the 'other' option. As Table 1 summarized below, many students expressed their objective to be a 'competent writer' who can clearly, beautifully and correctly communicate their ideas without making any grammatical mistakes (S81; S149; S229; S247; S257; S268; S320). Of those seeking to be competent writers in their own ways, some indicated that they could tolerate a small number of mistakes (S43) and only the simple or basic grammatical mistakes in their writing (S346).
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Moreover, it was further remarked by some students that they did not intend to have a native speaker model for written English by giving the reason that there is no privilege enjoyed by native speakers in academic writing (S149; S268) and their own writing is already sufficient enough, and had no intention of emulating native speakers (S71). There was only one case in which a student exhibited a strong adherence to having a native speaker writing competency, without referring to a particular model (S344). S320 Bogazici ME It does not matter as long as I avoid mistakes and state my ideas clearly. S344 Bogazici IR to write like any native English speaker S346 Bogazici ME I don't need to write like Native speakers. However, my writings should be simple , haven't any simple grammatical mistakes, and to read and understand them should be easy.
Students' goals in spoken academic English were explored through similar questions as those for written English. As for the students' goals for spoken English, descriptive test results pointed out that over half of the students (51.8%) set their goal as to get closer to the competence of a native speaker while speaking English.
In a hierarchical order, many (33.9%) desired to speak like American speakers while 13.1% reported that they wanted their speaking to be like that of British speakers.
The least interest (4.8%) was expressed in favour of having the speaking competence of other native speakers. Notwithstanding the high number of students aiming for native speaker competence, a large number of students (45.3%) paid attention to communicative efficiency in their avowed goals, with a special emphasis on the fact that effective spoken communication is more important than avoiding mistakes and sounding like native speakers. However, a small minority (2.8%) chose the 'other' option and accounted their goals in speaking in their own words. Several underlined the fact that although they aspired to be a competent speaker who does not mind retaining his/her own accent, they considered making mistakes unacceptable within this goal (S185; S283). Some defined their goals from the point of acquiring 'fluency' to a degree in which they can easily express themselves (S221; S43) and make themselves understood by a 45.30% 33.90% 13.10% 4.80%
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Percent larger group people who both speak English as first (native speakers) and additional or second language (non-native speakers) (S63; S320). Only one student (S158) referred to a native speaker model (Irish English) which is the kind of English spoken where the student will sojourn as an exchange student. On the whole, a closer inspection on students' choices for goals in spoken and written English provides evidence for the popularity of native speaker competence, particularly that of American speakers given that the number of students who set their goals in favour of a native speaker competence outnumber the number of students that give precedence to becoming successful communicators both in speaking and writing. Nevertheless, strikingly, students' tendency to target nativelike competence in writing seemed to be stronger than their orientation to native-like competence in speaking.
Findings from qualitative data
The quantitative data show how students perceived the English they use and what kinds of goals they set out for their written and spoken English. Through qualitative data analysis, it is aimed to ascertain students' expectations with regards to their English language use, written and spoken English in particular, and the potential factors that influence their expectations and guide their linguistic behaviours. Strictly speaking, it also seeks to unravel the language ideologies that surround and shape the way English is used by students as a means of academic study. In accordance with this purpose, I will look at the specific category of the students' concerns about English language use with reference to written and spoken English. To this end, students' perspectives, taken out of their interview data will be presented in the following sections.
Perspectives on written English
The data analysis disclosed that many a student was found to adopt rather conformist perspectives on their written English whereas there were a small number of students who had non-conformist perspectives to their written English. Initially, the results relating to the students' normative approach to written English will be given. Such students generally expressed their wish to follow traditional standards, The above conversation took place after I asked S11 what she thought about her written English. Her lengthy comment (ll. 1-6) demonstrates that she is seriously concerned about academic writing, particularly about finding 'the most appropriate word to express a notion' in her papers. Here, her concern with 'appropriacy' of word choice is clearly apparent. In addition, her description of herself as being 'good' at writing, and her successive statement that she does 'not make basic mistakes in general' (l.5), particularly in grammar, shows how she links the notion of 'good writing' to notion of (grammatical) correctness. When asked a suggestive question whether it really matters for her to write correctly (l.7), she latched my question in the affirmative, with added intensity on the factive adverb 'ABSOLUTELY'. Her emphasis on the adverb presents a presupposition of writing correctly as an accepted reality for her because she seems to be subscribed to the standard English ideology. Yet, the loaded words I used such as 'correctly' are also likely to have affected her answers.
While explaining why she is so concerned about correctness, S11 firstly associates her focus on correctness to her personality trait, i.e. 'a perfectionist person' who seeks to be the best in whatever she does (ll. 11-12) . Her ideologically loaded words ('correction', 'perfectionist' and 'best') suggest that writing correctly equals to doing her best in academic writing. Additionally, she implies that lecturers' correction made on papers and the possibility of penalty to students in marking leads S11 to use standard English (correct English) for fear of getting lower scores in case of failure to comply with the conventions of standard English grammar (ll.13-16). At this point, we see how lecturers' expectations on language use can affect the students' perceptions of achievement, and enable them to adopt certain ways of language use.
What is more striking is that S11 develops a link between making mistakes and losing respect (ll.17-18). She construes herself as different from others who do not study in EMI, thus regards making mistakes firstly as 'disrespect' to herself and secondly to her 'efforts'. The reason is probably because making mistakes is at odds with her 'perfectionist' character and her investment in conforming to grammatical standards. In short, S11 has a rather normative approach to written English, and negative attitude to non-standard language use, in other words, subscribing to the standard English ideology.
As with S11, there were other students who also strongly underlined the significance of grammatical correctness in writing. For example, an engineering student remarked that "when the wrong prepositions are used in a sentence, there might be changes in the intended meaning" (S2). Likewise, an international relations student stated that "it is absolutely important [to write correctly] especially if an academic text needs to be written such as an exam or a coursework" (S16). A history student, differentiating written English from spoken English, drew attention to the availability of time for writing and how this leads her to "correctness in anything" she writes (S18). More interestingly, it was noted by an engineering student who believes that "making grammar mistakes would constitute a problem in ethical terms", suggesting
that "students' writing should be proofread by native speakers because if a native speaker understands the text. A non-native person can much easily understand it" (S19). Finally, another engineering student strongly stressed that he pays more attention to the correct usage of tenses and grammatical rules, purporting the view that "correcting mistakes and writing without mistakes is important for the readers to easily understand the content of the written text" (S20). However, it is unclear whether the student has this perception as a result of his previous experience or because of his beliefs about what effective communication should look like.
On the other hand, some students referred to some of their lecturers and their expectations of students to write in accordance with the norms of Standard English as much as they could. For instance, S16 made reference to some of his friends whose marks in their exams and written assignments were reduced owing to writing mistakes, particularly grammatical, being similar to what S11 implies above. Along similar lines, S18 explicated why she cares so much about correctness by pointing out that "as assignments are written English, lecturers are attentive to the language use as much as to the content of the assignments". S8 gave a more detailed account why they had to be wary of grammatical correctness. As he put, "even if not all, many lecturers lower students' grades more or less, though". He also acknowledges such lecturers to be right in their practices, concluding that "in order for thoughts to be able to be better understood [by interlocutors], grammar is supposed to be good at least to some extent".
In comparison to the high number of students who displayed normative orientation to written English, there were only a few students whose perspectives might be classified as non-conformist for the reason that they refused to conform to commonly established ideas of how 'good writing' should be by creating their own norms. To take the most obvious example, one student defined her expectation regarding her writing as "to be intelligible and to be able to convey what she wants to in writing" (S10). As she further adds, for her, what has the precedence in writing is not the correct usage of grammar, but "to write more properly in terms of content and structure and to present [her] arguments more coherently". Identically, S19
articulated his objective as "to be understood by a wider audience who can easily read and understand his writings without any confusion".
Perspectives on spoken English
Similar to the classification of perspectives on written English, students' perspectives about spoken English were put into two categories: conformist perspectives and non-conformist perspectives. As distinct from the findings about written English, students were found to be largely non-conformist when it comes to their expectations about spoken English. The findings that show students' non-normative approach to spoken English will be presented first. Example 2 below presents an instance of non-normative orientation to spoken English and unfavourable attitudes towards non-native speakers' mimicking native English accents, with an expressed concern on achieving a successful communication. use, but on the basis of their teaching skills and subject matter expertise (ll.39-41).
As is the case with S15, an overwhelming number of students preferred 'fluency', 'intelligibility', 'clarity', and 'ease of communication' over achieving native speaker competence (e.g. accent, pronunciation, pace, idioms, etc.). For instance, S1 replied Normative-expectations towards spoken English were less common among students.
There were only a tiny number of them who were inclined to have a native accent, American accent in particular and to closely monitor their language use in respect of grammatical correctness. Paradoxically, there was a case in which S6 put that "I would not mind your accent even if it is foreign-accented (.) What is important to me is being able to understand you that's enough for me (.) But as to me [my speaking] I think it has turned into a complex for me you see I say now that I will speak English some time in the future at least it should be proper (.) I do not ever mess with British accent at least I would like to speak like an American (.) I know it would not be exactly as theirs I wish it could be (.) I mean I could speak in a fluent way in that sense".
As can be inferred, S6 does not mind people's having their own accent, but for herself 'proper English' and 'fluent English' seem to be equal to that of Americans. In another exchange between a student and me, an instance of positive attitudes and a normative position towards native speakers and their accents in speaking was overtly observed. 
Discussion
Overall orientation towards English and English language use
This study indicates that a great majority of students (56.4%) described their (Kuteeva, 2014) .
Despite students' tendency towards seeing their English as having the characteristics of a particular native standard, the results unearths the existence of hierarchies in which American English sits at the top followed by British English and other kinds of native English (e.g. Canadian English, Australian English) (see also Bayard et al. 2001; H. Lee, 2012) . Moreover, it is noteworthy that most students in the questionnaire study showed an indication of ownership of English by acknowledging their English with the features of Turkish without referring to any native models of
English. This finding is however at odds with previous fındings, for example, that of
Matsuda (2003) with Japanese learners of English.
As regards students' orientation to written English, it was discovered that many students (59.8%) preferred to have writing competence of native speakers again in an hierarchical order, with American English (29.9%) at the top followed by British
English and other types of native English (8.5%). Qualitative findings also substantiated students' normative approach to written English, and demonstrated how much they are concerned about linguistic correctness and getting closer to a near-native competence, providing support for previous research findings that users as well as learners of English feel like writing as native speakers do, particularly the Americans (e.g. Guerra, 2005; Karakaş, 2014; Timmis, 2002) . It is inferred here based on the results that students maintained more positive attitudes towards native models when considering their future written English. However, there were also signs showing that a small group of students aspired to be competent writers of English, with the acceptance of mistakes that do not hinder effective written communication. A similar finding was previously reported with EMI lecturers who stressed the importance of being a competent writer, tolerating grammatical mistakes (Karakaş, 2014) .
When it comes to students' orientation to spoken English, a different picture emerged in that many students (45.3%) adopted non-normative approach to spoken English, placing emphasis on the accomplishment of being a competent communicator who is capable of communicating in various English-speaking environments. Good English is hence conceptualized by these students not against a native speaker touchstone, but based on the criterion of speaking English effectively with their own varieties of English in a number of diverse contexts, finding support from the findings of previous studies (see also Erling, 2007; Guerra, 2005; Karakaş, 2014) . Therefore, for these students, the ideal English speaker should not necessarily be a speaker from an inner circle country. Björkman's (2008) findings with engineering students are also in line with the finding that users of English considered effective communication more important than having high (native-like)
proficiency. Against this finding, the students (51.8%) who opted for native English varieties for their spoken English were slightly larger in number than the students who were competency-focused in their goals. Of the students who targeted a native speaker model for spoken English, those favouring the American speakers constituted the largest fraction (33.9%), with British English as the second largest fraction (13.1%). A similar ranking of native varieties for spoken English was made by non-language major EMI lecturers (Karakaş, 2014) and English learners (Guerra, 2005) in previous studies. As is understood, American English stands out from other varieties as the preferred variety of English when it comes to their own goals and expectations for spoken English.
Manifestations of positive attitudes and affinities to American English (e.g. Bayard et al., 2001; McKenzie, 2008) (Björkman 2011, p.1) and 'intercultural speaker' (Baker 2011, p. 4) . Despite the differences in scholars' naming of the successful user, what they unanimously agree is that a successful user is anyone who is capable of modifying and adapting their language use in line with the communicative needs of their interlocutors and the interactional settings, with the application of appropriate pragmatic strategies in communication.
Language ideologies and factors contributing to their formulation
This research, as shown above, has investigated two distinct language ideologies, i.e. standard language ideology and English native speaker ideology, which guide most students' orientation to their perceived language use and their resolutions regarding their desired language use, particularly the use of productive English skills.
This finding partly resonates with the findings of Pilkinton-Pihko (2010) that while engineering lecturers emphasized the significance of communication of course content to students, some were of the belief that the realization of such communication hinges on speaking English without grammatical errors. Such a belief reveals that they hold on to standard language ideology in which the notion of linguistic correctness is perceived to be closely tied up with the effective use of English. It also parallels Jenkins' (2014) finding that many international (non-native English speaker) students were concerned about 'linguistic correctness', particularly in writing, operating under the effect of standard language ideology. Similar findings usually emerged from previous empirical studies in the ELT profession with teachers and learners of English in which orientation to English was dominated by standard language ideology and native English language ideology (e.g. Liou, 2010; Jenkins, 2007 ). Yet, there are other studies done with non-native users (neither teachers nor learners) whose perceptions of English were independent from the impacts of standard and native English language ideologies, especially in relation to spoken English (e.g. Björkman, 2008; Ehrenreich, 2010; Kankaanranta & Planken, 2010) .
As intimated in students' excerpts, a number of factors (e.g. the affinity to native English models as a benchmark, investment in standard English norms, personal characteristics and interests, lecturers' normative expectations and practices of reducing students' marks, familiarity and having an EMI identity) have seemed to add to the formation and perseverance of the language ideologies among students in their perceptions and language use. Similar factors that feed language ideologies in speakers of English were reported in earlier studies with non-native language users in academia (e.g. Jenkins, 2014; H. Lee, 2012; Malallah, 2000) as well as business and service sectors (e.g. A. W. Lee, 2012; Rogerson-Revell, 2007 ) and language teachers and learners (e.g. Jenkins, 2007; Timmis, 2002 Björkman, 2008; Ehrenreich, 2010; Erling, 2007) .
Conclusion
By investigating Turkish EMI students' orientation to English and English use, this study identified notable signs of awareness of the current face of English among many students, despite the perpetuation of language ideologies that drove students towards using English in a standard manner and choosing native speakers as the model speaker. In other words, it can be advanced that students' orientations, if considered as a pendulum, hovered between conformity to Standard English, especially in written English, and a focus on communicative effectiveness, particularly of spoken English. Factors that spread the seeds of language ideologies in most students' attitudes, perceptions, and practices were mainly related to longterm adverse effects of ELT experiences. It was also displayed that the students can be affected by wider agents (e.g. teachers, policy managers) and practices. Thus, it is essential to bear in mind their potential impacts on students' orientations to English. Other factors that encouraged the use of English in students' own ways were mainly based on experiential learning, e.g. making meaning from direct experiences (e.g. intercultural encounters, familiarity with other varieties and accents, etc.).
It is rather vital for researchers, not only from the fields of applied linguistics but also from the fields of higher education, to approach English language policies with a critical perspective in their research by questioning the taken-for-granted status of English. Especially, the role of the mentioned factors foregrounds the need for further research in such highly volatile linguistic contexts as higher education institutions. Moreover, content-focused lecturers alongside students are urged to take account of the findings and discussions presented in this paper, and accordingly revisit their pre-existing perceptions, and adjust their expectations and language practices to the current realities of English, keeping in mind that their primary purpose is to conduct their academic tasks through English rather than to display their English skills, often against native English benchmark.
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If yes, please provide your contact information:
Email:
Perceptions of English Ability
What do you think about the English you use? Please choose only one with a tick (✓)
( ) It has its own characteristics with influence of the Turkish language ( ) British English (BrE) / closer to BrE ( ) American English (AmE) / closer to AmE ( ) Other:_______________________________________________________
Goals for written academic English
What is your goal in writing academic English? Please choose only one with a tick.
( ) to be a competent writer, that is, it's OK to make some grammatical mistakes as long as my writing is understood. 
